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A consensus has orevalled among educators that

Amerlcans of verying ethnic, soclal - cultural, and linguistic
.vthacxgrounds who must Communicate with.each other in .social, acadenic,
‘and. occupational situations might achieve a greater degree of rapport-

if the diglect of, the English mutually spoken and the speech

mannerlsms ased were. standardized. Standard English was developed to °

set.a norm for the qeneral "language" characteristics. A command of.

-Standard English . mpllcs a“person's "linguistic competence." The

‘Nationad™ Speech. COmmunlcatlon Learning -System was established by tiee
-Un1vers;ty SF. Hawaii to enable students with . Pldgln speech to become™

professor and student tutoring.- OVEL 2,000 studerts partlcipated in

“the project, and some modlflcatlon of nonstandard/"pcech behavior uas
. rachieved.. (DS) = T S P . L @ L

o ) Rt

|

- mofe. etféctlve in ‘Standard Engllsh Tht strategy began: glth cxlterlon L
‘_rellablllty and validity and emerged into a six- system scheme “of
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. v ~ National speech-communication occurs when pexpsons with dillerent 1.
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local speechfcommunicﬁtiOn characteristics gynust comnunicate” in social,
e . Co . L - e L e
academlc and vocatlonal situatiocns in which specific. outcomes of~their ,
. L . . . . 3 ’__,u."" . - . . . #
communlcatjons ‘ave usually requlred 7National[speech;c0mmunication ‘

difflers irom Standard anllsh a 1erm mbre generally employed ;Eh that . ;
o . v . ’
Standard Engllsh re[ers Lo genera] Language characterlsths o+ a LargL

A:\\S~ . populatlon of communlcatorS' natlonal Speech communlcatlon refers to

- ™ A

- ‘ behav1ora] cont1ngenc1es in the process of 1n%eractJon beLween spec1£1c

A
o v

[ "persons 1n'apec1[1c types ‘'of 51tuatlons.,.rtandard Engllsn is onsxdered -
. / .

. ) to be'the,dialect*many speakerS'command- to the extent that natlonaJ S e

- R S :
- o L e -

,Speech-communﬁcaqion'refers-to;dialects '1t 1ncludes a large pluralLty of
< - n\

I

.dJa]ectssthat are more dependent upon characterlstlc% of Lhe communlcatlon
- . L~

"y
- R

51tuatlons than upon characterlstl s of the communlcators 'Moreover;Va“

person s rélatlve commanG of standard Engllsh is an- assfesment of hlb

— . - ____,4»._

llnqulstlc competence ‘a person s reLatlve abllltytln natlonal speech-
communwcatlon is an assessrent ot hlS performance in varlous types of .

- = 5

specific sitﬂationsg ‘Standard EnglisH\refers to onefs cognitivevknowleage
. of'rules‘of'periormance; national.speech:commqnicatign refers to one's
"behaviors’, regardlees of(the-degreefofinis cognitiVe knowledge of any

El N,

2? - _rules he may adhere to in his performance Andvtne aséessmentvof degree '
zv - of command oJ Standard Engllsh usually 1nvolves a paper and penclL tesL
e @  of lahgﬂage in which the-time allowed for each response{is,usually not
- T el o : N - #
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conlrolled. Tests” it cumpetence in‘Standard Enulish therefore, tend to

bc helteﬂ vadlclor ol HCFlde (wrltten) communication behavnors llan
gl spuech—communlcutlon behaviors. - When the time allowed_for each re-

sponse is more contrulled, the asscssment more accurately predicts

speech-conminication behaviors wnd less accurately predicts scribal com-

P

. . . © T . £
munication hehaviors. . . -
- PN . v bl ‘ N N . E L

b ’ : : ..‘:v

MUdi[LCBthH oi Nallonal Speech oommunlcallon Behaylors
: i - A ‘% .
Programs to'maoh Stdndard English lee progﬁams lo teach any Lan uage'

-y

have heen developed lor decades but the history'of their eifectiveness in

L] PR |

enablnng pestns to ULl]lAG whal lhey hqve learned ln real tlme Spee h-

»

communlcatlon situations is seJdom dSS@SSGd and 1t asseSsed, lhe resulls

'

are dlscouraglng Pr ograms to modlfy speeeh Lommunlcatlon behaVlors on

-

the other'hand” have only very ‘recently begun to be developed and - fews

v

_ reports of the11 eflectlveness are- dvallable " The Unlverslty_of Hawaii .,

and‘its Department.ol Speech—Communicatioh have,pioheered in the'area of
- 'modifving“,speeoh—communicationxbehaviors and in 1965 a SpeechLCommunl—f
. B

catlon Center (S CC) was established to engagé in research researcher T

ftralnin& and proqram development tokenable studenls at all levels from

. . a e .

;klndergarten through graduate school to become/more effectlve in natlonal

“speech:communlcatlon_ Several interim reports of .the Cenler s progress

- « ~

in achdeving'théf end have been phblished. However now that the Center
system is operatlonal and is- belng 1nnovaied elsewhere this»wlll.con—
stttute ‘a ilnal report——an 1ntellectual hlslory—-of the development of
the Unlverslty of Hawa11 S Speech Communlcatlon Center System Mueh of

the de01s1on maklng resu Lted from countless hours oI communlcatnon between

Q L. S. Harms and the author both_of whom are skilled devil's advocates.

: .. L . e
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sustainéd for four years is truly the author of the System.

That dya

xl

This reporY, therefore, represents the deliberations of that dyad and

the consequences ol eagh of Its decisions:the editorial "we™ as used
herein is. not a i

jer

Te convention,

>APvuject Goals

3

: ; _ " o
- : The first problem in developing the Center System was to identity-

.the problem. Problems were vicwed as residing in two aredas:’ criterion
: to- .07 '

relighility and criterion validity.

(1) Criterion Reliability

The criterion situation. in which speech-comhunication would bg as-~

"sessed had been rather firmly established. Ore or more professors would
interview students and, on the basis of their performances as intervicwees,

would select or exempt each s{udent-from training.

)

- When three raters served. together, and.rated on a 1-7 scale, se-

‘lection for training had been @ sum of 10 or less. The scale extremes
o . o

were defined as (1) very inadequate and  (7) very é?equate in "degree of.

o

‘command of a genefally aceeptable and ihtelligible form of spoken English.™
It -was decided not to mbdify this criterion initially so that, wﬁen and

] . . ‘ : .
if desired behavioral dhanges were induced, there would be no charge that

the criterion had not beeﬁ met . However, the reliability of the cri-
tefionﬂsituatibn did need to Bé‘asseééed,:and its-validity-ngedea to be-
guestioned. ‘ - , ‘

- .’To check for:réliability,rvariousfgroﬁps ol three raters wére em-

ployed. Each rater served on varicus ocgasions with ditferent ratérs, -

so that the usual methods of assessing reliability, if employed, would




'

. . .
. . e

have to be limited to a single rating sussion. To avoild estimates based

on guch tow N'g, Lhe'varings of cach ruLgr werpre corvelated with the

sum of those two ratcers’ ratings that served with him at various. times.

As can be seen in Table I, 2 ol the ratevs'were Tound to be unreliable,

l ’ L]
and they were excluded froni sevrving as raters subsequently.
Over the next thyee yvears various student reseafch projects dié—

{ covered most of the facters which aftgnuate these ratings. Tor several
semesters one bI the three raters sat in the interview room and played
prevecévded guestions to-each iﬁteryiewee while each of the other two
faters observed froﬁ a different room through ng—way mirrors and |istened
to the interview over a high-tidelity sound system, and this isolavion
bermitted even moré'controlLed investigation of reliability. 1t was found
by Uyehéra3 thaf Taucasian rafers who had lived in Hawaii for at lcast
eight ;ears did not differ significantly [rom raters who Fived there for

A . o ) o~ '
lone year or less in rating intelligibility but the older residents rated
the effectivénsss of the less intelligible significantiy lowef. Yoshinu”
found that, of the U rater-ratee sex combina%ions, female raters rated
males significantly lowep than did male raters. Len5 found that raters
who,sif in a highly isolated and darkened room rated significantly lower
than do raters sitting vis-a-vis with ratees, and Mafshall6 found an
Qrdinal position effect or fatigﬁe féCfOJ‘in ‘that the Lastvratee in a
large group teﬁm;tb be fated lowér. Most of the obvious differcices

between raters (age, race,-academic rank, and sex) did not yield signifi-

cantly diflevent ratings.

(3) Criterion Validity

ERIC
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In a study by Crane tiwo-minute audio samples of portions ol the



Table I
" Correlations ol Raters' Ratings with the Sum of the
Two Othepr Raters Who Rated Ss With Him

Rater r N
. L8206 Ly
2 781 L7 )
30 .737 29 , ’
N .736 25 o
5 722 17
0 .707 23
7 .695 31
8 .692 L3
9 .673 30
L0 .662 19
11 .653 38
L2 .6u8 42
L3 . 633 39
Lt .633 1
L5 608 20
\ 16 572 17
L7 .510 - 21
18 .505 12
19 495 41
20 L UBS 23
21 485 17
22 g7 21
23 T N8 13
21k .279 29
25% .2u2 12
ALl 25 .562 . 625 - e

#*excluded from rating subsequently
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intepviews ol "M gtudents were selected to represent a normal distpri-
bution of ratings, and ihese uuré smeiTted'to four other groups ol

six vaters: prulessors in areas velated to speech-communicat ion, hich
school teachers ol spuéph, high-fevel educational administrators and
conpdvariun executives endaged in personnel cmpLuymént amd tralning. As
Shpwn in Table II; }hu agreementl  wnong the'grogps was generut{y high,

and with the Evaluation Board criterion were .03 tu 81, frhé; veliability
ol the four groups, using the scverebbel tust8 ol homogeneity among

raters o heterogeneity among ratees, were all satisfactory. Although

{

corretative validitiy is but one type ol validity, more than two years

werc to pass belore it was discovered from the Gutcomes ol the Centov
System that the spuooh-epmmuniéat;on behaviors of persons as intervicwvees
is not Significantly correlated with their speech-¢ommunication behaviors
in other types of situdfivms. This finding has been theovetically do-

scribed in A Behavioral Taxonomy of Dyads,” and the way- in which it was

discovered will be discusscd subsequently.

Selection of a General Methodology for Modifying Specch-Communication
Behaviors

Although reliability and validity were gritidal for determining

whether or not and when behavioral changes occur, the problem area of

greatest concern was thé_selectibnnéf a general séfategy for inducing
change. Some characteristics of that genefal stratégy were obvious.
Modern psychologidsL Learning theory principleé¢wﬁich the developers had
found to be so0 successiul in Modifying éﬁéecﬂ~udmmunication behaviors in

o L : Co .
othern 51tuat10ns‘0 would certainly be employed. These were:



Table 1T

§
Corrclations Among Various Groups
in Rating <Z-Minute Audio Samples
of lngervicws (Crane study)
| _ , .
PRI - professors in cducation, English, child
developrent and speech path.
. BUS - corporation personncl mgoe,
ADM - pubric school administrators
TCH - hdigh school speceh tedchers
CRI - criterion ol sum ol ratings by'j
speech-comnunicat ion faculty members
' Groups
) , Corrclated eta r .
" r
PR¥-CRI .70 .70
BUS~-CRY 0 L7
: . ADM-CRI ’ .63 - .63
< ' S TCH-CRT . .8l% (.59
PRI -BUS .99% (.93
PRI'-ADM . 9u# - (.82)
PRF-TCH . O5% (.82)
BUS-ADM .83 .83
BUS-TCH - .81 - .81
ADM-TCH L96# (.90)

- *Eta was used as a measure of relationship wherever
the distribution of points was significantly
curvilinear. '

!

!




(L) a structuving ol the enviroment to .¢licit large guantities
ol behaviors of the type néeding to Lé reinforced and isolated enough

for the learmer’s scavch behavior tu be noh-random in terme of hxch
" e v . . ’ - . o L. Lere A ! . . .
variable he attempts to modilys : T >

(2) reinforcement with mere notiLication of success with "wn UMY
and success-not-yet with “HM um” rather Lhan with gxp]anatlons since
explanations not only delay'Learnlng Dy odu01nq the time avaLlab!e fop

the léarner to behave but tend to provoke a degreenof_pognitive qwareness

1l

that is not a—requisite'oi behavioral chanue = and that could decrease the

‘ JlkellhOOd of change, o

However two- ba51c -and hluhLy lntnrvelated issues hud to be reqolved~'.

I

before any Uenera] mothodoLoEy utlezlng fhese two pvaetices couLd bo

o

selecied One was the qucstlon of whether tIe Focus would be on 1nter
Ierence (ablllty to dLschmlnaie acceptable’ Irom unaceeptable phenomeéna).

or on faCLLlLathn (ablthy to perform wlthout dn ability to account for

it accurately) ‘Another.was the question of the extent to which chpe—
tence (ability td_stafe how to perform) was a prerequiéité,for criterion

performance and, if .was not a prerequisite, to what extent was. competence
‘desired before, during or after the acquisition ol criterion performance.

-

. A vasf,ambunt-of Liteﬁatuﬁé défines"any prolrlem ofiiangpage acqui-

-sition or language chance in terfs o£ (1) the target language S charac—

terxstl s, (a) dliierences beLween the tarvget populatlon s. language‘

[

chéracteristics and- the target’lanvuage’s charucteristics and (3)

- \\

'”idevelopment of a- tralnlng program to enaLle 1he tdrget populatlon to

knqw which of;its_Lgngauge characteristics are not those’of the tafget

language , and to léarn how to produce those characteristics of the target

‘EMC "'l‘anguage'. ld .; _ . e . .- - e - A ) ,4' o ) .. e

O -,
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This conveit fonal approgch ol i{uu(zs;s_vity would  indaco js‘umL‘ codnitive
TV PUNES S 'in the Teoarner that his h.‘IJ!)H"n bolancaage is less than adequate.
Any adverse Judgient i @ humon’s ability to dateract with ut;}u}z’.«; Lends
L. s
Fo elicit avoldance behaviors pather than modiiicat jon behaviors.,  Hence,
new lancungee behaviors fena to be acqguived. 0 ot ol at o fevel ol

probicicney that simmals noun-hal-itus ity to otrhers.
Lt oseemed to as, thevelorve. that the desired Lehavioral changes
woule hoave to be ellected with minimal cognitive awnreness that uhaugb
should ocour, wis occeurring or had occurrved. An unpublished sttﬂly by
Axuyni and bhulekiﬁﬂllj tnl'thag(fentel'téystenl_Ln LO90LY showed fluﬁt, for students
who had nlr@eiujy veached or exceeded behavioral criteria and tor those
stitl in training, this goal wes achieved. And this is in spite ul thé
{aut that nearly all trainces and former trainecs concurred with their
eyaluations by admittinyg thelr need for training.
From this decision to seck perjormaﬁce without competence, sedg?aL
polioieﬁinatﬁraLJy Follow:
(I) No criterion can be delined in terims ol . the characteri§tics ol

behaviors: all must be delined in terms ! consequents of behavior;

(¢) No veintorcement ol any behavior can reveal any ingorration -
0

o
RS
. - . . - - E - . “Yogg 4
about—the-behavior being reinlorvced other than that it wd?“dﬁ/gas nat at

interion; 3 .
o (3) No Learner at any time is to be given Lnly‘exgﬂzlnatiién pnil1ou¢j1é 
says anything or how he shenld say anything,
It was dcciaed'that the enyironmeﬂt would be structured to elicit

behaviors of the type that needed to be rcinforced by presenting each

learner with tasks requiring him to engave in speech-communication under
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carelully progeammed ngnLLPti(nxﬁ for dlu)HLJ.PLHHaH to be completed,
thaet the tashs would be ol such a natare that only by sat igfactery
nat.ional slje(gcla—L:LMQHIUJxL(:ul:j on behavior could the assianed tasks be com-
pleted.” We had observed in previous usces ol this gtrategy that o tasi
u%sigﬂmenf-is vigwcﬂjby’iuuvnuvs as vequ@ring time Jur.uumplu{ign, and
lack of conmpletion at uny given time is intevpreted by ecach feavnor as
indicative of the tash's dilliculty vather than as indicative ol the
LOEU‘HE]?'S oW1 jxlath;qpuley, sc{ Long as the learner pereeives lﬁluf he will

cventually complute the assigned task.

The signals ol success and success-not-yet shou oo interpreted,
then, as signals ol routes not to loblow in pilotins through the maze

towards tash cumpletion rather than as signals ol personal inadequacy or

\x

failures, og¢ the precise nature ol the crror. The lact is that, in more
than 2,000 persons who have -corpleted training. not one person has cver
expressed resentment to training supcervisors,or was observed to express

resengment, or was reported to have expressed resentment about receiving
e o

such a signal, and most leamers at some stage of training, usually very

early, receive at leasl 5 and as many as 2¢ such negative signals in a

row.

Selection ol the Reiniorcer

The .decision bf Qﬁo should reuder these evaluations of Learnef per-
formance wa;f[he most difticult one to make. Some alternative to
individual {herapy by prolessors was necessitated by the lact that, il
any sizeable nuwiber ot"trainéés wére to have their hehaviors monitored,

there were simply not enough professional man-hecurs available and, even

if{ they were'obtainablu, there was little~likelihood that professionals
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volld Tong tolerute an assigiment so devoid ol intellectual chalfeivne,

— - ’
i ) * - ! 1 A ' H . ~ & -
Fhere was o convicol ion that we could structure the tashs such that 45
' : Co. .. N
- . IR

R s ) ! [S \ - - . RE , .
desiroed,the Teurnoers themselves could porioarn dcthe rales of subord Toat o
and superoedinate, bul there vag also the convietion that oot <abd iwe

. : . S R
portant national specch-commuiticalt fon oveurs with-a o thot dVvad fo erigaes o

“ -
. ALk
v P .

Peer communiicat 1ons do oceur annd avgodimportdnt ,hut We wert nol convidec ed

that we could enable prolessors to interact wirfh students as their puoers e

a

event it successtul completion ol the tashs reguired IV, 7And, since

were engaged inomodilying spueuh—communicdtiou ralher r“au Fangimae
the use-~ofl a computer as a dyadic pavrﬁub foy c&ch leavner wits botrh
cost Ly and exceSsiQuly unruak,“ Moreover, ubwpu?ers aré'vevy paar ot
pattern reuégniTion éumpavcd with any human:  One  example ot Th}ﬁ is the
vast and diséppointing’vgseareh in mere spoken diglit rucomyithuu]" Tho
‘ deutiun,.Thon,vwas some sort of pecr, In training or not in training,
to parTicipdTe with cach trainee on fhe pdmmuniéation rasksa
The use of majors -in speech»QOmmunicuTion as a cheap laﬁby Souree

J

, hwwever, to use other trainees

was one alternative. It was decided
i

rather than, lor example, undergraduate majors in speech-communi tation,

-

both to avoid any tendency to introduce an eavesdropper elliect and to
. ) ) 1‘}

cnable cach lTearner to give as well as to-veceive error sienals.  The

wt

cavesdropper effect s the evaluatioft of a .gouvee's communication by
2 3

soneonce other than the source's intended-receiver. The7£aut.thut, For
' eyt _

- . . " - i . .-~ <> - T e
example, critics earn their livelihood by doing this, or that we tind

nothing silly in our society about English teachers teaching students
; o

e

how they should rcact to a piece ol literature which was never intended:

by its author to be read by that teacher or those students, or that &
ERIC -
P v ‘ ' . . .
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. X v
public speaking tceachers wrade students’ speevhes that .are addressoed,
/ o : . .

v

us‘t‘cn't:ené;i.bly, to their fellow-students, merely indicates that the

' . . - i . .
practice is socially acceptable rather than that it is personally ac-
s . . - 4 B

cepted. I is not wiusual to Lind language professionals who disapprove

ol persons conversing with locdl speech-communicat ion behaviors thoy

'
.

" : 3 T -
shave in common. 1In an carlicr day thoe veason given for:such veprodl was
~

that gheir speech was vulwar: today the rcason siven is the beliel that

t
]

"practice makes pertect) amd speaking a dialect reyidivisticalLy roduces
. _ . . A

B

one's ability to speaksthic Standard ltonguc. Lven il one were igncraut
of the psychological research refuting-the principle of learning by
repetition, or il one insisted that language is a set oy cognitions that

< /

can be forgotten rather than a set of behaviors that merely lose tonigity

through disuse, one could well ask, if oither practiqe. or interference

. \ o
- ‘. - . - . -
principles pperate, why is it that a peﬁsun who speaks [five languages is
t . : . ’ -
! . ' .

more likelyfto léarn to Sﬁeak.another with less effort and more effectively
! 7 , ~ ] B
than one who has learned onl§ one language other than his native one.
To avoid any fendency for a learncr to ;ésume‘that his local sﬁé;ch—
comnunication was beingrdiSapproVed raﬁﬁéf-than that it w;s merely in

~— « /-

T :

appropriate for the tasks he would perform, it was decided to exclude

the population of potential- disapprovers .rather than to trust our trdining
of them not to manifest an eavesdropper cflect. It was decided, there-

v
.

fore, that evealuations of learners' performance would be rendered by

v

persons who were also learners in the sustom.

: o ¢

Relation of evaluation to training N .

///‘ Once evaluators' ratings. had been aécepted as ‘the select-exempt

‘criterion until a more valid or less costly procedure could be devised,

.

2
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Phie-most  importont, giestion-concerning the scelection-exemplion process
was the extent to which iU should be intesraked with or sceparated rom

. .
aetnal training,  The decision was to madintuiy complete sepavation at all

~

costs tor theee reasons: (1) the raters should unde:s™ no cirewns lances

be lamilioe enough will the wools ol whatever training was provided Uhat

lIlG}f'felui to snltuﬁf fhose tVGIH;UCS.\VhLP\vQI'?lnﬂsl in need ol

uuhieving thouse vouls: (;) the developers of the training programs shoeld

lave no ability to infloence ratings by tondine to select, intentionaily
o untintentionally, thuselpcrsuns'luv Fraining who mighf rgnd Fo benet it
most by the Lypes ol training that had been and. were devised; and ({(3) il

the trainee is lovced into o cognitive awurencss ol hig personal inude-
Cgquacy as o communicator, It Is mos t likely 1o vccur duving the seleat ion

process, so that any perception by trainees ol any propinguity belweon

training and evaluation, even perception of some duplication ol persounnel
would tend to induce cognitive awareness ol inadeguacy during training.

- Maintenance of independence between the fraining process and theﬂ
’ 1
selection-axemption process, therelore, would induce perception ot ™
& ° . .

. i

[

alliunue between the training and the trainee such that the goal is lor

the trainee Lo strive tu beat the evaluuation system by learning in the

system how to "program™ roters to exempt him from further training. -
This independence would be malintained by permitting no persons who

were lamiliar with the training varviables to serve das raters, and no

L8

persons who would serve as raters would be given information about the

nature ot —ruining that we provided.

It was reulized later, us the system became successiul, that publi-
_ cat.ions vae,necessary and that such secrecy could not continually be
O : .
oo i o " 1 ' . o

’
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maintained. For this reason as well as others, the search tor a valic
seleet-exempt criterion otber than hunans ™ ratings was intensificd and,

alter three vears. was cvenlually achiceved.

Vaviable ldentiiication and Mudification
The ddentitication ol variables related to selection-exempt.ion
tended to oceur in six stadges, cach of which resulted in a systen being

'

developed to modily learners' behaviors on those variables that werce
identified at e#ch ol the six stages. Hence, it is perhaps easiest to
follow the development of identification ol variables in cerms of the

gix systems thal were creaied. These six systems could be termed:

(1) the Protessor Tufuped System for Pidiun Speakers, (2) the Protessor
Evaluated System fopr Effectiveness, (3) the Learner Tutored System [or
Effcctiveness, and (1) th Learner Fvaluated System for Intelligibility,
and DLot¢on (5) ihe Leayner Managed System for In&elllglbillty and Style,

and (6) the Learner Managed System for Intelligibility, Style, and

Strategy. \

(1} The Professor Tutored System for Pidein Speakers

Onée the decision had been made that behavieral changes would he
induced by learners compLeti;g speech-comnunication tasks with other
learners, the two problems crealed by'this decision were how the nature

P

of each task would b determined end how each learner would be trained
for each task so that his availability of strategies would always be
great enough to prevent entirvely his adopting habi%ual avuoidance be-
haviors. And the solution of-the latter problem necessitated our
~discoveriag thoséavoidance behaviors that would tend to be manifest when

o . .
F l(?lternatlve strategies were exhausted.
oo i o
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1t was decided that the tasks would bLe detewmined on the basis ol
the variables that were. identitied as needing to be modilied. Hence
the provision of a repertoive of strategies had to be postponed until
some variables %ad beun discoveréd whiuh could produce ratings that werc
significant shilts towards the criterion ol exempfionﬂ'

AsAmentioned in A Refutaple Taxono s of Dyads," the first varia-
bles that were selected to be modilled were those supplied by the raters
as their justifications for the low ratings they provided. 1These Q;re-‘
collected from comments the raters. wrote voluntarily on the rating-
forms. Almost all of these enméents concerned what the literature de-
fines as Hawaiian pidgih'or Island Dialect.]'5 The most [requently
cited characteristice were the ”pidgin'intonation” and certain sound
substitutions, viz., ”Shfr” for "str,” "d" for Yoieed "th,n "t" for
voiceless “th,” and "n" for "ng."

-Eéch of a group. of pro[essofsl6 was trained to'héve a student wﬁo
was selected for training convérse with him in his office, but af any
time the professor could say "Hm um,! and the student would have to
repeaf what he had just said and wodid.tfy t'o say it differently. The
professor could say "HM un" any numbe; of times to indiéate "Go back"
but, after "HM wn” he would eventually say, "um HM" to mean "Go on"

. - 8
because the repetition was satisfactory. TFor the first group of U6,

. within six hours of such training, manifestqtioné of pidgin character-
istics were almost non-existent. After Fhe professors gained experience
and learned ﬁow to let the student do afmgst all of the talking and not
let thq_Student'prbggam*h&m.into lecturiﬁg, each learnerﬁamong the last

[N . .
= to be trained was trained in two hours or less. After much behavioral
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Shaping,”eaeh person appeudred belove a pune} ol three of fhése prQiessors
who ﬁad spent Jeast time working with that learner, and he was intepQFUwed
in much the same way that ?he official Evaluation Board would interview
him. Any member of this Practice LB could s;y "M um'™ at any time, and the

*

Learner “could be referred for further dyadic work, to another Practice

>
»

EB or on to the official EB. None of the proieséors on any official LB
was a professor who had been involved inarraihing, except in an emergency
when no other replaccment could bevloundl

It was a beau%ifuL systen, and a fotaL failure. -About 9 in LO
(41 of u46) were reselected for training. The L in 10 who were exempted
could be accounted for solely on the basis of rater unre liability.
Recordings we.'» made of the actualIEB interviews, and it wa% obvious that
either tﬁé learners had been teaching the professors who had trained them

not -to notice theiy pidgin, or that significant pidgiﬁ ¢haracteristics

had not yet Léen id;ﬁtified, or that perception of pidgin characteristics
was a conséguént rather.%ﬁaﬁ'an antecedent of Low ratings. Hence, we
‘played_sémples of the-recordings to phonetically skilled members of the
Departhenf who were not participating in the training with the fequest
~to indicate all instances of so-called "pidgin characteristics.”™ In the
6 saﬁpLes,:7zsuch.instances wer o duly notéd, and 3 of thesewoccurred in
‘the 5 students who had been exempted. . Thivaeftbus with the inaisputabLe
nealization that.we had to modify speech-communiication behaviors that are
reliably detected but,.whatever they are, experfs aré unable to specily
accurately the variables to whiclithey are reacting and do tend to agree

strongly about the variables they Specify.
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In summary, then, the Professor Tutored Sysfem for Pidgin Speakcrs:

Jl) ianlved learncers selected Tor or exempter frqm training by
external EB's;

(¢) employed prolessors to render.social reinforcement to learmers
who conversed with vhem;

1

(3) successfully modified learners' pidgin charact ristics;

(4) produced no significant number oi exemptions by EB's.

)
13

'Our_nex+isurmise'proved to bé'as fortunate as the first was un-
fortunaté; we assumcd that our trainees had simply failed to "come on
strong." We would treat their problem as bne of ineffectiveness, and
their ability to épeaK pidgin was an irfeiévant symnptom +hey possessed
in commbnf s

Research;literature in speech-comnunication ‘abounds with experiments

“identifying variables concerned with speaking @ffectiveness.l7 We begén

woth the 7 variables of manner and bearing (directness or eye contact),
loudness,‘Voiée'quality, pitch va?iety, rate variety, arficulétion and
diction (word usage and syntax).

The next decision;was a crucial one. It.waé whether the variables
affecting effécfiveness-would be worked on sequentially so thét only one.
variable or one new variable had to be modif;ed at any time for success-
ful task completion or whether they would be wérked on simultaneodsly
in a speech—éommunicationAtask in which all-qf.phESe vériables had to Ee
highly varied to effect édccessful task qomplefion. Becau%é there were
éo many~variébles involved, it was decidéd'that the shaping of so many

.

. , - .
behaviors at once would demand more sustained vigilance than our learners

»
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would tend to provide. Hence, we decided to work on each variable
separately. That is, the tashk would be to produce a criterion extent of

variability on nne variable or one new variable while engaging in national

\7@. speech-communication. The information eontent had to be technical so as

-

: Fo make the use of 1ocal speech—communicqﬁion Qntikely and so thaf the
great variobility would be lLearned as a ehéractefisfic of national
Speecﬁ—coﬁmunicatioh. The tash, therefore, would be for them to read to
or converse with a professor in his office. The prdfessor would annouﬁce
whidh variable they were working on, and he would say "HM um™ if he
. wantea répretirion with more variety on taat ﬁarticular variable.. Cri-
terion on any variéble would bé<5 consecutive minutes in which no "Hm um”
was said. '

No order in which cach variable was to be worked on had been specified.

’ “' N ' - i . . . 3
The professors coon reported that tiney noticed spontaneous modification in

It -

the desired direction on ccrtain variahles while cthers were heing worked

cn. They were then asked to tally wlh’~h variables were modified when

<

each was being worked on. : h

The .results were thatﬂevery cther variable tended to be modified .

R

when manner and becaring improved, that Jreater loudness tended to produce
: \ )

bet%er7VOice quality, that a better voice guality tended to produce more

pitch variety, and that more pitch variety tended to prodube more variety

Y

in rate, but the reverse of these relarionships was not observed. . Conse-

. .o

guently, a hierarchy was established and, as anticipated, hours of
training dramatically decreased. No experiments were run because the
number of professors involved (5-8) was too low to make comparisons,

SN especiélly if other, obviously important factors-ﬁépe controlled. .These
O ‘ .
ERIC

s |
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Lovariable beding worked on, muber ol sontences utltered. natuee ol cocl
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othee Tectors were dneveaged slall o e tine Fhe desonbes do ety ol
of the toltchey, dn siving K'I‘m uint” ot ey Chiear oo e bess bl donn eqnd g
AT oecurred, end do withhoddinge Ta I onda b o Tl wilh o erdterdon

perlovmanee ocenrred rather Thian soyine Tom WY meeee by To hedicate thnt

a chonge din the divection ol cwdterion Fag occvrered,  The Toendency ol

i

The ler\fiu(_' rodnlorcer dg to {I,J'lj_).l.‘(l\’(‘"If!i'i]J_I‘('lv\’(.“..l!(."ﬂ'} Do The sl |(.'(vx redintoreoy

Tearns 1hat Tor husos This fends Lo st abidizce ehimee ol the Tovel of

perfoviiaree that wos posilively reinlorced, so 1hol newal ive )’-(_-.iuhnwu---

mend ninal subsequently he provided fTow l)(!h{l'\'.!’-m' That proevionsly had beoen

positively rointorecd.  Ihis confuscs Uhe bearner, delays Teadng, and

most impovtantly ot wag found that Teavaers conld "i ale Gnoommigineg nambior
v N

ol neeative reinforcoements in o row and that the fneveased tension in-

A

Sdveed by repetitions neoatdive reinlorcement toended o dnereoase the
Vikelihood {hal’ the behavior that ds Linally roinforeed positivelvowill
; Ry : )
bhe leorrod by one- tedal Teamang. ‘
bota recorded by cach.professor duving the shapiic process werce
reinflovecnent provided, and type ol avoidance Lichavior, it any, thot
vins observed. v _ - A
Malysis of Thece data revealed that no vrofeosson contreributed To
the teadiinge of sionilicartly more ol those exvaplod, but thot lThose who
vere gseleeted for Turlher troining did tawd Lo have been trained by only
one or iwo professors wheveas Those exciplod teaded To have bheen teained
by mopre thim lwo proicssors.  The procedonre vas thoeeloroe odopred for ol
subgcequent Ttraining that every learmer would scheduloe himael!l with al

least fvwo professors, and nob with thoe s prodessor on wo conscoubive

0CCaAETONS .
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o
Many types ol avoidance behaviors had been consgidered and placed’
with aode letters on the data sheets.  These were:  learner ashs what

he did wreng, sifence ol considerable donration, learier tries to begin

“a new sentence rather than to say again, and pevscveration, (vepetition

with no indication ol change). It was tound that, ol all ol these
avoidance behaviors, the pattemn fo[koWed by practically a'l"[uaﬁners wus.
perscveration an Jnordinate nuember ol times (it almost seemed us il it was
a contest whether the prolessor would linally relent and say 'Hm1inV

belore the learner would vrelent and make some moditication in his manncer

M : .

of ssying what he had to repeat verbatim), énd this wés usually lollowed
by siience ol ﬂnUsua] duration isllowed by such 4 great change in the
direction of criterion that, if it was not at criterion, the reinlorcer
was tsmpted to sayv”hm HM. ™ "This dramatig;shange'aitef perseveration if
the change is not a criterion, usually results jﬁ the trained recinforcer

'

pausing belore saying, "M um.” This pause doubtlessly signals the
lLearner that his success-not-vet is suceess—almost} becapseqﬁeriormanss
at criterion almost invariably occurs shortly afterward. Perseveration
was considered to be almost the only avoidance behavior that occurred, it
occurred in almost every learner, and the amount of perseveration tended
to be greater with Lsarners who professed their eagerness.énd need to
learn. The tendency on subssquent variables was not for this pattern to
disappear but ftor the ”cbntest” to he resoLved by the learner's changing
with fewer negative Peinforcements in a row.

.As each of these learners réashed criterionton»the.last variable,

he appeared before a Practice EB consistinyg of ¢ professors on the S-CC

staff who had workhed with him least often. They were rated on their
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interviews and, il botle rat isnugs were at the exempt fevel (1 or higher),

They were scﬂudulud Tor an otficvial LB. LI cither pv@{ussnv vatud.% or
less, he specilied the variable on which, in his cpinion, lurther work
was needed. IL rutings were low bus it was thought to be due to some
\/CJ:‘L"J',JD[L’S other than those on which learners were being trrained, le was

scheduled Tor another Practice EB with 2 prolessors in which at any tinc

“the learner could be negatively reinfovced. - The reduction from 3 ro 2

» prolessors on Practice EB's was an attempt to encourage the stali to

B

utiltize thei: reduced work hours with needed $-CC research.

The res.its ootained by the Eifectiveness System were almost the

~reverse of the previous Pidgin Speakers fiasco. TYour to 7 of each. group

of 6 to 10 whe appearcd before EB's were exempted from [urther training.

And they appearcd .in groups of 10-15 thut were composed 30-50 percent of
persons who had not been tféiﬁed but were Lbeing considered for training
by- a recommendatipnwprocgdufé operating at that time. This involved all
{reshmen and transfer undergraduate‘students being screenedtby a member

of the Deparfmental facultiﬁgnﬂ_being issued a satisfactory 'clearance"

or being referred to an EB. .

In summary, then, the Professor Evafﬁéteq System for Effectiveness:

(L)'inVOlvéd\learners selected for of éxempted_from training by

external EB's;

(2) employed professors to render social reinforcement as learners
A ) .
conversing with them worked to extend their variability on each.effec-

i

tiveness variable;

(3 empnyed professors on Practice EB's to render social reinforce-

B

. . N - o .
ment to learners who had reached criterion on all effectiveness variables;

.
—
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M) excmpted bL-7 ol every o learncers who had been selecoted:
(%) was unabice o exempt the remaining leariers even alter consid-

crable reoyelting,

(3) The Learner Tuatdred System for Effectiveness

Success was by no means yet universal ., but we had indisputably
identifjed some ol the vaviables gnnrroliing seloection-exemption. o -
gramming pidgin characteristics out ol thedr Qommunjug1ion behaviors in
interviews with prolessors had not altered the EBR rvatings. Programming.
greater variety into their vocal chavacteristics had altered thosé
ratingg. It could be arguced rthat nodilication ol pidgin charactoeristics
is perceived as leaming what behaviovrs to aveid--a hind ol negativo
learning--but learning more variety is positive lcearning. This wouid
assume that Thc'prufessuvs reinforcing the learners tended to tolevate
any iﬁtoﬁationaL patterns and pronunclations so lonyg as they were not
representative of pidein characteristics, 5r that learners sensed that
such a rulé was operacing. But this theory breaks down in practice.
Learners obviously werce being positively reiniorced for producing Standard
English intonations and promuunciations. The dilgereuce in the two methods
could easily be intefproted n"t as necative versus positive but as a
difierence in positive degree. For example, oun the variable ol pitch
vaviety the diflerence.was such'that,’jn training for the intcocnations of
Standard Engliéh, any extent of pitch variety was acceptable so long as’
it delineated the acceptable tune. In fraining for pitch varie%y the
c¢riterion was not a decision about whether or ncece the sentence had a
Standard English tune; the criterion was whether ur not the extent of

el .

Q variety in pitch was sufficiently great to cause that person to be

ERIC
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perceived by others us an elivelive speaker. o training lor the pro-
nueiations ol Standard Pnglish the emphiasis tended to be on whethor o
not prununuiufjons ob certain words were aceceptable . Lo treaining Lop
articulation the emphasis tended to he onowhether every word was uusfly
‘{HTUI]I%LUIC'th Cirsl Uime T was heawpd,

The decision, therelore, was to pursue tie rovad towards nercasedl
clicetiveness. Anid, B owe had Tearned anything, it was tbat inelfective-
ness was characterived by nol having other ways,‘und itodidntt mattern
what particular way vwas beine muniiest . ELJewtiveness was characterized
by an ability to communicute lrom 2 repertoire ol alternatives.  The
search had shiltued: We were no longer looling tor what our population
did or could do: we were looking Lor what they could not do. '

Thé scarch marrowed even more as a result of the vast and collateral
rescarch eftort directed toward developing a valid measuring instrument
to predict and rherclore replace EB ratings. In thevsummer OLIiQGG, 54
tests that had beeinr developed through 1Y05-66 were administered as a
lGU minut~ battery fé .68 studentS in the required core course in speecli-

A

communication. The results were analyzed in the fall of 19066. Although
these tests yieldod no single savislactory predictor of the criterion,
the.best combination ol predietors included only -ests in which the time
lor vesp6hding to each item was controlled by the audio tape. Un thosce
tests in which the time lfor the entire test was controlled, but the
response time ber item was under the control of the testeé, either with
or without the use of sudio tape,relations with the *Liferion were neg-
Ligible. Hence, the additional miece of information we had obtained in
searching for variables was that the varialles being sought would involve

E ikj what our popuLation could not do in real—tiﬁe and yet probably could do

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. il aogreeater amount ol time s provided than in ogencerally provided in
specech-conmmun ical ion,
- About this Uime, March, 1967 0 the lacititics ol the S-CC were com-
e
pleted ond could be occupind, [n ant icipation of (his cvent ., progeams
had been written Qo troin learers o perform as partners who would
reinlurce cach othe e andor the supcesvision ot o professor. [ essence
they were trained Lo perform a robte that had previousty been tilled by
prolessocs,  These progrums refoerred tothese rolos of learners as
"Student "and "Tator,” and badges were provided which students wwuid wWeult o
they perlovmed cach vole.  Prolessors were "promoted”™ inco a new vu}u, ad
wore badvees labelled, "Manager.,” Nnhnguvs recorded the same data as belorg,
such us variable worked on, number ol sentences uttered  the nature ol
cach reinforcement provided and the type ol avoildance bcehavior,  il Lany,
that was observed. lHowever, they were no Longer Lhe primary rainfopecr,
" A Manager could "Override” the reinborcement whigh the Tutor provided
but, as thesce programs were rolined to train learners:to discriminotoe

-

below-oriterion from criterion behavior on each variable, this overriding

tended to occur only to prod the Tutor iato withhoLding‘positivé re~‘
T _

inforcement for below-criterion-but-improved behavior., The Manager
announced which variablLe they WQUQ‘QO work on, and critevion perlormance
on that variable was o five minute perviod in which neither‘the Tutor nor
the Manger said, "HM wn.” These programs to train learners to periorm
in the two voies involved Jearnefs Listening to lectures while they
completed responsc forms, Progvam completion yequired 5-8 hours.

As'thése Learners exited atter from 12-20 hours of.work in the fwo

roles, they appeared before the Practice LB of ¢ professors who used the
Qo '

FRIC
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sawme relerral procedure as previous!iyv: sobedule tarther work onoa

viraablo, schedule Tuether work in oo reintorcing Practice B3, o schiedole
Fov aa ol deial LB, About O ol every 10 ol Tearners who weee ronlod

divectly o an PR by the Practice BB were exempted on theis Lirst re-

appoarance belore an BB, and coout 2 ol every T wore oxemnpled aitor i

. |
preseribed additional trainding,  The vemaining 2 of cevery 1) were rouatad

tosvariables they had cleav!y al 1';.*L1(Iy mastered and, whien that of fected
no changes since thoy were alveady well gbove criterion. they weroe Crvi | I
Snﬂ}e(lul ed Lor another LB, and anothor, ano another whise we stireeclod o
jdenrﬂly-vuriabhes atlributable to their reseloction.

I swmmary, then, the bearmer Tuatoroed Hys(um‘luv'ulluc(ivunusaz

(L} involved ifearners sclected for and oxemptod Lromotraining by
external EB's;

(¢) employed learners to render social preinfovcement to ather teurners

on cach ellectivencess variable separately, as the learncer beibg pein-

7 ‘ forced reconsituted lectures teom his lecthire notes;
(5) employed prolessors lo supervisce and override the two-learner
interactions;
(1) cemployed praolessors Un~Praut;ce LB's to render social veinforce-
menf to learners who had reachﬁd_criterinn moall quectheneés VUvidblus:
() exempted 6-7 ol cvery L0 lcarners who had been sclected:
tG) exempted cvery remaining learner alter numeroué_recycking thrungh !
Practice EB's.
i s .
(4} The Learner EvaLuated System for Intellicibility and Diction
The protessdrs who were members of the é—CCFSfaif wére urged to try to
o identify variables for this reselected sub-population during their Practicc

ERIC EB's.
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Once, one ol rthese learners was asked to rephrase something he had just

suld during one such Practice LB. AU the request, "Would you say thai

~

sdme thing some other way?™ the x.esponsc..was an an:\',ic"ty—;‘nduu.lng dolay

of 15 scconds Tollowed by the remonstrat ion“that he could not say Lt
. 7 any other way.  The same request was made to the next lour Learners, all
v C ol whom were“abuve eriterion on the, 7 training vapi?bles b wepre sco-
leceted by EB's. lor lurther rraining, ALl Tour of Lhom glso could not
periorm the ﬁuSk in less than 20 sécunds and one ;i them,'when rephiras ing
° . was requested, after an cxfevmeLj’Long delay produced the exact same
éentpnce again. When this was buinted out to him, he was‘as incredu-
l'ous as were the prolessors. CLeap{y‘we had identified a variable or
cluster of variabieé,upon which to focus fraining for theser continually
reselected Leafnerg. ‘ . ) |
'Wektermed 6 ol the Lirst 7 variables infetligibiligyzéariables, and

. P

. . . <« .
decided to create a new speech-communication task to include the varia-

- -

blé of diction. The [irst programs that had hgén written to enable

- 1 »

learners to perform in the two roles were lengthy, confusing in numerous.
. . . ;

.
4

.

: : places, and boring. The confusion was produced by our mahing changes
in thesrules of performance and then.not changing every relevant portion

rograms that trained learners for performance. Since a diction

. : \ .
had to be written and expanded and, since the intelligilbility
. - . s 7

program needed reévision to exclude diction and to indicate the exisitence

oﬁf%he new program and relations between the two, it was decided that

a major revision would be prepared. <
The technique was adopted of numbering each seciion in terms of what™

it referred to. The learners would be taught the terms, Learner's

o C : . , ,

. [ERJ!:‘ L ;‘ . _ o
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Handbook (the pesponsce lorms used with the audio tapes), Cumpetence
Programs (11105(3 involving the tapes wund IIUU)WlUlﬂi: Hanbooks), Perlomance
Programs (those in which several learners worl togoether on speceh-
commuitication tashs), lutelligibility Programs. Diction P ocrams, the
roles ol Student and Tutor were now ca: led Speaker and Listencr. and
tbo third role of bvaluator was invented to replace professors with
learners on Practice LB's.

~The decision tu replace pvuie850fs with learners on Practice EB's
was made lor several recasorts. With hundreds oi pefsons in training,
cach requiwed-a Prﬁctice EB ol about % minutes ol £ protessors' time,
and coch person who had been reselected by an LB required from 10-34
minutes betfore a reintorcing Practice LB, and the S—Cc'stuit could not
[ill these needs and also provide pboiessurs to work with learncrs as
Managers, Morcover, use ol lcarners on Practice EB's would give more

time co those ol us who would revise programs so thal adeguate revisions

could be prepared. And, most importantly, it was belicved that one

good way for learncrs to learn how to "program”™ prolessors Lo exenmpt

Fal
£

o v , . ] .
one from training would be -for then to serve in the LB professors’ role

in much the same way that paticuts ol a therapist lcarn those behaviors

19

u

expected of them in w ﬁple—plqying situatidn%.
Sinue we did not know all oif the variables involved in the expanded
factor of diction, it was deuided to adopt th; apprvach vpposite to
that used in the .intelligibility program and to devélup a task’in which
all diction variables would be workoed on SimuLtadeousLy. About all we
know about fhe diction variables is that they included the abitity to

Cash. questions, to answer quesl ions, and to perborm such operations as

4
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swmmaizat jon, elaboration and substitztjun.’ We decided that, il the
: .
variables were more clearly ddentilicd as we calssilied the probloms
cucowrtered, we aoul LHWLI’}IS write a diction program that involved
modilying cach vuriable as a separale speech-communication tash just us
had been done in the Intuiligibility Periormance Program. |
, The new programs in sequence wore Oreintation, Intel Ligibility

Competence. Intelligibitity Performance, Terminal Competence and Terminal
l%zrfiarn)uxﬂ;tx, In the latter program, cach learier in the role ol Spealkor

! appeared belore two other learners in the role ol EvaLuators; The
Speaker was to develop a topic lor at least ¢ minutes during which tiwme
cither Lvaluator could signal him with UM um™ to sdy whatever he had

just sald in some other way,and a 2 minute timer would be reset. After
1
- “

that, cach Evaluator asked the Speaker questions for 2 minutes, during

which either Bvaluator could ask any question. I any question was
worded so as to produce ltackh ol contidence. in the Speaker, either Evalu-

ator could say "M wn” and reset the timer. Several negative reinforce-

ments could be renderced in a row. Criterion behavior was ¢ minutes of

tallking. and 2 minutes ol guestioning by each evaluator in which no

"HM um'™ was said.  Learncers who reached criterion went directly to an

*

‘ official LB, manncd.us always by 3 professors, none of whom was a
member of the s CC stalif.

. . 20 -,
These new programs were published in 1908, and learners began to
. : ' . !
exit from the system. 1t was found that the same exemption rate was

. ' being maintained, about 6-7 of every 10, but that fo% the first time a
means had beon tound to exempt all resclected learners. They were simply

recycled through the Practice EB's staffed by prolessors who could now
. 5 ) Y

' O , ) ) : .
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devoele move time to cach learner because The learners, in effect, had
taken over most ol the former work done in Practice .EB's by their
workiyg on diction in theiv Terminal Pevtormance Program.  Not only was

more time available lur cachh lcarner to perlorm before ¢ prolessors

Coady

BaY, since they no longer had to work on learners’ diction, they could
now worle on any variable they suspected was producing low ratings on
EB's for uny lecarner. It was o more ﬁostLy in terms of staff time
than Lthe previous gystem, ghd nuw all\learners who had been selected

were- being exempted.

In summary. then, the Lewrner Evaluated System tor Intelligibility

cand Diection:

(1) involved learners sclected [or -nd exempted from training by
external EB's;

(¢) employed learners to render social reinforcement to other

learners on each intelligibility variable separately, as the learner

being reinforced reconstituted lectures from his lecture notes;

(3) employed proiessors tuv supelvisc and override the two—learﬁer
interactions:’

. .

(4) employed learners To rencer social reinforcement to other learners
on the task, Terminal Performance, a form of Practice EB in which the
learner as Speaker worked oniaLl variables simultanenusly;

(5) exempted 6-7 of every !0 learncrs who had been selected;

(0) exemplted cvery remaining learner aiter numerous recyclings through:

Practice EB's.

(5) The Learner Managed System for Inte]ligibiLity; Style and Strategy

Although the new system worked, 1t was extrvemely costly in terms of



-30- )

stalf time and, for that reason as well as othévs, the situation in
terms of pro[essovs assigned to the S-CC was becoming intolérablg. A
person was hired with the uﬂderstanding;that he would be in charge of
macrosystems (rlow of learners and stafl'through the system) as Dr. lHarms
was ir. charge ol microsystems (moment-by-moment learning and cont.ingen-
cies affecting~it), but the situatioﬁ was perhaps beyond amel ioration
so long as tﬁe professors performed thy menial tasks. The prufessors
were not challenged by sitting silently and gathering data 6n studunts
who practically never talked to them. And repeated efforts to intere;t
them in research had proved to be almost totaLly unsuccessful . If they
were.researchers, they had their own research interesté, and the S-CC
was not - one of them. Moréover, every éffort to engage them in program
writing met with failure because‘prégram writing by committee resulfed
in unnecessary verbbsity, redundancy and, even worse, in contradictions
that did not appear to be contradictory when read but were confusing to
~the learners. Practice EB's were a mere formal preview of the EB and
no professcr worked with any reselected learner more than once. Hence
no pfofesébr,coula derive any personal joy over having "his” student
exempted.

The trend, thérefore, was obvious; we were going to have to replace
professors _assiuned to the S-CC with leafners in the Last duty Left for
these profegsors to perform, the role of Evaluafor in the Intelligibil-
itytPefformance Program. L

However, the change could easily be viewed as of at least as much

benefit to the learners as to the professors. Learners were exiting

withyfewer performance hcurs in communicating with their peers than had
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Ireen vequifed in their communicating with professﬁrs. The tendenéy may
have been for them to éngageligznational rathef_rhan in local speech-
conmmunication because the préfessor was observing, but we had noticed
numercus instancés ol their conversing with local speech-communication
behaviors even in front of thehprofessor just as soon as the session
ended and the task no longér was the reconstitution of leétures.frbm
lecture notes.  Another 1eason that made us seek thé new. roie for the
Learneré 1as that we had ohserved a quahtum change in the,performaqce
of each learner between his first performance as Student and his secound
performance, since fhe second performance meant pgat he héd performed
as Tutor in the meantime: Either we had to assume that pefformance as
Tutor addéd a dimension to the learning or that Someh0w learning occur-
red as they "mulled over” their first‘performénce before reporting for
their seﬁond performance. It was difficult to give credence to the
notioﬁ that behaviors are modified by rumination; it was far more likely
that vicarious learning had occurred.21 By extension, then, the role
of a learner who observed.dyads while gathering data about the brocess
might prove to be an additionaL oppertunity for vicarious learning,

not only involving learning better how to perform as Speaker and as
Listener but how national speech—communiqation functions. from an extra-
systemic point of view,

In observing the operations of the two programs, Infelligibility
Performance and Terminal Performance , we had made several important
.discoveries. The Intelligibility-Perférmance Program couid bfeak down ~
easily if’the learner in the role of Speaker seeméd tb imply to learners

in the roles of Listener and Evaluator that he dared them to say, "HM um”
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to him.- The two learners in fhe reinforeing ro}e; had no incentive in
that case to give Success—nut-yet“signéls since their progress towards
exemption was not being deluyed by that ]ééfner‘s attitude; it was his
15 minutes to use or misuse, and there was norincentive for them to try
to stop his misuse of it. This caused some leamers to be reselected
ftor that variabke on which tolerance of sub-criterion per[ormance.had
occurred, and if was deemed to be un‘unsatiéfaétory situation to allow
such an attitude to be gonveyed.

It was discovered that, if the Listener had to repeat Verbatim what
the Spéaker had jus* said with exactly the same modulation on that varia;
ble the Speaker was working towards criterion’ on, the Listener would be
reluctant tou repeat what the Evatuator would not accept as identical.
The Listener's frame of reference would be, in effect, that it is bhetter
to say "HM um" to someone else thén.to have "HM um" said to youf Moreover,
the Evaluator's task became much easier in that he no longer had to
evaluate on numerous criteria; it was either same-or-different, and he
could pay more attention to his recording of data. ‘ o v%

The minor problem was that the terms Speaker and Listener were ﬁo
longer applicable since the Listener was saying as much as the Speaker. - .

”;We termed the two new roles: fomnunicator A and Communicator B.

| The major problem was how to insure when B was to.repeat, so that he
was faced with a -task of relatively fixed difficulty. Obviously, A could
not recénstitute lectures from his lecture notes since the lengths of
sentences varied drastically. The solution was to defi.ae a Basiq'Sentencé.

A Basic Sentence was defined as consisting of three or'more technicsal words

(and these had to be definéed) and a total of 10 words plus or minus 2.
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CommunicafurgA would prepare a Technical Word List before he participated
in his tirst Intelligibility Performance Program. When he served in

the role ol A, he would LookAdown at his list, sefeeted 3 words, and
compose @ Basic Sentence. B would then say "HM um' to indicate that he
did not think po,could repeat the Basic Sentence, or "HM um, words”;to
indicate that it yas not a 6-10 word sentence; or "Hm uml technical words"
to indicate tpat Lhe sentence did notbcontain at least 3 words that were
technical to him, or he had to repeat the Basic Sentence. The Evaluator
then compared the two in terms of their having eiactly the same words

and exactiy the same modulation on the variable being wofked on and all
previously worked on variables. As Evaluator he could alsb say "HM um,

4

words” or "HM um, technical words,” or he could say "HM um”™ to mean the

sentences produced were different in either words or variable manipulation,
or-he would record one success.

Since fhe communication of A was no longer a lecture interrupted

 with "Hm un,"” there was no reason to retain the 5-minute-without-~"HM um"

criterion established for eatth of the intelligibility variables. This

had been an unsatistfactory criterion in that some of the learners tended
to pause for 10-15 seconds occasionually, and they were actually produciag
fewer opportunities for 'HM um" thén were other lLearners. The decision,

therefore, was to change the criterion to number of Basic Sentences

produced in a row without any hkind of "HM um" being said. The longer

they paused, the more they would be robbing themselves of the opportuni-
. ) ~

-ty for progress toward exemption.

These modifications of the Intelligibility Performance Program

O ‘ v -
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not only employed national speech-communication but weve being exempted.
And revisionshwere made until Evaluators éouLd record data reliably.
As predicted,. the learning time requiped"in tﬁe-lntelligibiLity Conmpe-
fenee Programs was reduced, and theifimc required to reach criterion on
any intelligibility variable of l0-in-a-row was less than that required
for the previous'infelligibiLity eritericﬂ of % minutes without ?HM_mn.”
In observing ‘the opération of the Termina! Performance Program, we
decided that the critical 6peration being reqﬁired of learners was to

ask and answer questions rapidly. and clearly. The Term

f}al Performance
variables‘ﬁere all related to the predictability of the guestion. The
variables that were identified aﬁd their relative difficulty trom easiest
to most difficult were questions requiring confirmation or negation,
questions regquiring restatement in more or fewer words, questions re-
guiring restatement inkmore abstract or more specific words, and‘qugstions
that were any one of these:as selected as most appropriate by the
guestioner (Communicator B).

It was_decided? therefore, to revise the Terminal Perforiance
Program by having learners work on each oflthese variables separately,
by continuing the intelligibility roles of A, B and Evaluator, by con-
tinuing thevproduetion by A of Basic Sentences, and Ly terming the
variables: confirmmation, negation, eclaboration, conder.sation, summari-
zation, specification, and predietibn? and by terming the new programs
StylejCompetence and’StyLe Performance.

These modificatidnskresuLted from.several revigions until, finally,
Learnefs could produce questions readily.in the rele of B and answer

them appropriately and quickly in the role of A, and an appropriate
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criterion level was lound at which learners would be expemted with least

perlornarce time. The eriterion that finally evolved was 10 quection-

anéwer fits without u "Hm um” from B or the Evaluuator.

- As these major revisim,began to exempt learners, it was found that
more learners, uabout 8 of every fO, were being cxempted on-thejr first
appearance before an EB after'completing thé two programs, that th@s
proportion wias not reduced by shunting learners into an EB without a
éracticelEB, and thatuthebﬂeérﬁefs who were being reselected could not
be oxempted with recycling through either the Irtelligibility or the
Style Performance Programs. The reduced staff now spent almost its
entire time-with the 20 percent of feselected Learners, in a.séavch for
vapiables characteristic of’the new population. These sessions werc
called Practice EB's but, because of the reduced staff Size, consisted of
only one professor on the S-CC staff. |

In summary, then; the Learner Managed System for Intelligibility and

'Style:

(L) involved learners seLected»fS? or exempted from training by ex-
ternal EB’s; |
‘(2) employed iearners to rendep Sbciél reinforcement, under the
Supervisian of another Learﬁer,nto other learners who proauced Basic
Sentences while working:
(a) on a scparate speech-communication task for each intelli-
gibility veriable; | |
(b) on a ‘separate Speech—communicatioﬁ task for each style
variable;

(3) exempted 8 of every L0 learners who had been selected;
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(") exempted almost none ol the FCSULGCTBU.]UOéHGFS alter recyeling
cach through a vQ;Lach o which sub-criterion pertormance. svemed to ha?o
been achicoved:

(52/exemptud all recycled learners alter considerable social rein-
lorcemegt was provided by one professor on a Practice EB.

As before, once the popuiation ol resclected learners had been iso-
lated Irom all othoer lcavnérs in a situation bcquiving them to communicate

with prolessors, the abnowmal but wommon . characteristics of those learncers

were able to be divined simply by posing various tashs and seeing what .res-

ponses tended generally to oceur. In the case of learners. with well
above criterion intelligibility and styté, the scarch, as beidre, Was Lor
some rigidity or lack of felxibility in some type or types ol real-time
Speech—gommunication. |

Sihce we could not think ol any variables that occurred Qithiﬁ spéech-
communication situations to try themfon, wé decided to begin with con-

b . ’ |

fronting them with various kinds of speech—coﬁmunioation situations. We
gave theh line drawings in which, in one situation, they were to tutor
and be tutored and, in another, to intervie@ and be interviewcd. The out -
comes were thafﬂeach learncer could lunction eftectively in one partjeuiar
role but ineflfectively in ncarly all pthurs, and that there was not a
particular role in.which more of them excelled. It was as if each icarner
had a style of communicating that he had learned, and he tried to makc

that style work in situations for which it was quite inappropriate. The

next thing was to check how well learners who had not been reselected
o
' o

could perform in these roles upon cbmpLeting the style programs. The

result was that all of them could perform better than our reselected
’ T

1

lLearners.
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We then becan a major effort to ddentify the variables ol various

speech-communiicat ion tasks. After much dulibevatﬁon and trial and ervop

1

wilth these resclected Tearners, types ol speech-communication situations
and the variables involved bogan clearly o emerge (el. "A Relutable

. W ra
Taxonomy of Dyads™) .

The situations we identified ;s involving manipulation ol the same
variables diftferently were tutorjals, interviews and interchanges, and
“ s : 1‘ :
the variables were tebhed entropy (how cach type of contract was proposcd
by The seeker on the dyad), harmony (how cach type df propoused contract
was Linally negotiated by the respondent) and stability (how the rchLting
contract was fuliilled).
A Competence Program was written in which verbal information was
~distributed to the two learncrs. These tasks proved so difficult Tov
these learners to perform that a search was begun for a way ol simplifying
them. The decision was to make the information as simple as possible,
mere binary information. We therelore provided them w;th_zeros and ones,
with the tutorial task being lor A to enable B to locate all errors on
B's list within | minute, with the interview tashks being for A to inter—
.view B to discover all numberé missing from A's list within one minute,

and with the interchange task being for both A and B to combine their

partial lLists to discover a pattern to their sequence of numbers within

. R
one minute,”

Tt was found that, again, these reselected learners took a great
amount of time tu learn to perforn these dilferent types of tasks, but
they took much less time with binary information than they had reguired

with verbal infoination and, when they went on to verbal information
&) :

ERIC - - < .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~ 34

alter numerical information, theyspeortormed verbal inlormation tashs
laster than did Learncrs who had not been resclected but had completed
both the Intelligibility and Style Perlommance Programs.

Attt that remained, then, was to write and reline wlat was termed
the Stratcegy Cumpetence Program, and then to lind out if rusuluﬁtud
learners could uxir‘aILuv reaching eriteriaon the Style Perlormance
Program. The criterion was completion ol one cyele ol cach task in loess
than one minute on any tvpe ol taskh which involved il]l,()L‘l]l(:lL’j.()Il.‘Ulilt had
not been worked on 1‘)1'evi(ms|y.;‘)3 The Ieufnur roles fof A, B oand Bvaruator
were continued, but Basic Sentences were now rgplaced with information
distributed by tiw Evaluator who also rceovrded data and rescet the timer
for cach cycie, And for thclfirst timu we had tound a ratiunake lor
deciding whether each varviable éhouLd be worked on separately or all
variables worked on simultaneously within a speech-communication task
other than our own ignofancé about variables or d;fficulty of variable
identification due to nunber of variables. We would have them work on .
ail variables simultaneously since the varijables had to be manipulated
dilferentiy to periorm each tésﬂ within the one-minute criterion.

The reseieuted Learners worked through the new Stratcgy Perlormance
Program and appeuared agaih before an EB. Almost ‘all of them were exempted.

The next te?t was whgthev the other learnmers would benefit [rom
taking the Strategy Porlormance Program. ALl learners were then requined
to ubmplete the Strategy Performance Program before they appeared belorve
an EB. The result wa.s that every learner tended to exit with higher
ratings. Where the exempt criterion.was a 3-rater sum of L1 or more, and

the average learner had prévibusLy exempted with a sum of L3-15, now only



I-5 ol .every 100 learmers was l}uijlg roselected and their exemplion s
were almost invariably 17-21,

The 1-5 percent ob all Tuupnovs that wvere beling reselceetoed wore now
clearty ol one particular typ&. It was sty to watceh them perform bofore
an LB and sce what their problem was.  They enteved rhe room awshwaedly,
or they hkept their backs te the pPOIFSSUPS, or they {ajied'tu Foolkk at
the prolessors until the questioning had begun, ov"fhey salt down with
poor posﬁure, or they otherwise gave sivnals non-verbally but uluéx%i‘l!m{
they were to be selected for training belore they ever spoke a word,_, Ac-

cordingly, they were coached with social veintorcement on how Lo uppruuuhn
Speech—eommunication situations, and then theyképpeared bhetore an LB,

The shift in ratings was phenomcnal . Ifom a sgLected_sum oJ-U—IU'thuy
were exempted with a sum ol 17-21.

The only major job that remained for the 5-CC stéff was to pelince
the programs to make them as short and as clear as possible, and to pub-
lish the results. But one more goél was yet to be dbhieved.

Although the $-CC professional stafl either returned to regular
faculty,assigﬁments or worked on program revision, the reguiur taculty
were still serving on EB's, and this at a time When the members ol the
5-CC stalt were neither serving on EB's nor performing menial ﬁnd rout ine
chores. Since the Strategy Perlormance tasks had so clearly dillcerenti-
ated setectees.from‘exemptees, it was deciﬂed to structure a test composed
of Sucﬁ tasks‘invoLving verbal information using minimal pairs such as
day and they, with testees seated in two rows facing each other. Aftce
each vround vne row shilted so that each testee completed each task with
3-4 different testees. These tasks were then scored in terms ol how many

O
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mowras,

ditferent types oi Ftashs a testee could perlorm at the avervage college

student's level. N
. el
L . . n . .
When the first and wnrelined version of this test-was administeroed

to U7 students who also uppeared belore EB's, it proedicted their samped

\

ratings with a correlation ol .51, Secveral later versions ol this in-

v ‘

strunent are in the process ol being tested lor validity. Although it

is too carly to determing clerrly, the results seems to be that the
: , L

)

instrument selects almost al!l students who would be seleoted by EB's

and, in addition, selects nearly all foreign students, persors with

]

I'caring losses who can read prolessors' lips without being detected, and

persons who can really "come on strong® in certain situations such as

<

the voluble intellectual who can tutor and interview but who cannout be
tutored, be interviewed or share in interchanges as well as even the

average college student.

.

N

It was decided by the exfernal committee that controlled the sclec-
tion-exemption process, the Spéech~Communication Proficiency Committec,
that in thése cases perhaps we coula assume that the instrument was a
more valid predictor of students’ behaviors than a group of three pro-
Eéssors in an intéfviuw. Accordingly, the refi@gdttestzu'was adopted for
the Spring semesier‘oi 1969-70 as the instruﬁéﬁy;ior;seLection_for traig—
ing. Siﬁce about 97 percent of a}i Learners cé&}ietiﬁg training.coujd be
exempted, it was fgrfher deéided.not to have them appéar before EB's nor
to repeat the test.

In summary, then, the Learner Managed System for Intelligibility,

L/

. Style and Strategy:
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(1) involved fearmcers scelueted tor op exemploed tron training by a
validated dyadic proficiency examination: ' T
2 enployed learncers to vender social rointorcement to othoer

.

leaviees

(3)
()

provided

»

under the supevvision of another learnce:
fa) on a sceparave specch-cormunication task for cach into! l.i.~
"jgﬂﬁliiv variabie:
{b) on a selLlnwltu sln:egﬂz—(:unnnLu1ic:at;L¢hy task lor cach Qt vle:
Cvariable:
(¢) on a sct ol speech-commumication tashs in which variables )
.\ .
must have dillerent values to produce criterion pcviuvmunyu
UH:(JUUII_I)WJG ol task:
eﬂcmptdd 45-09 percentl of aLL'leavnefs wha had been selected:

-exemptoed all” reselected learners alter sovcial reiniorcement was

by a professional on non-verbal behavioes producing lack ol con-

fidence prior to speech.

A flow chart of the cntire- system is shown in Pigure !, and & highiy

abbreviated flow chart of how this system evolved is shown in Figure 2.

- . o s
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